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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

STATE OF OKLAHOMA,
Plaintiff,
Case No. 4:05-cv-00329-TCK-SAJ

VS,

TYSON FOODS, INC,, et al.,

i i . U S S

Defendants.
OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES OF STATE OF OKLAHOMA TO
SEPARATE DEFENDANT TYSON CHICKEN INC.'S
FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES
PROPOUNDED TO PLAINTIFFS
The Plaintiff State of Oklahoma respectfully submits its objections and responses to Defendant
Tyson Chicken, Inc’s First Set of Interrogatories propounded to Plaintiffs. The State maintains numerous
records at many agencies and its records review is ongoing. The State shall supplement the following
responses and attached privilege logs should additional responsive or privilege-protected documents come
to its attention.
GENERAL OBJECTIONS
1. The State objects to these discovery requests to the extent that they seek the discovery of
information that is protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine.
2. The State objects to these discovery requests to the extent that they seek the discovery of
information that is already in the possession of defendant, is obtainable from another source that is more

convenient, less burdensome or less expensive, or is as accessible to defendant as it is to the State. As

such, the burden of obtaining such sought-after information is substantially the same, or less, for defendant
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as it is for the State.

3. The State objects to these discovery requests to the extent that they are overly broad, oppressive,
unduly burdensome and expensive to answer. Providing answers to such discovery requests would
needlessly and improperly burden the State.

4. The State objects to these discovery requests to the extent that they improperly seek identification
of “all” items or “‘each” item of responsive information. Such discovery requests are thus overly broad
and unduly burdensome. It may be impossible to locate “‘all” items or “‘each” item of responsive information
to such discovery requests.

5. The State objects to the extent that discovery sought is unreasonably cumulative or duplicative.
6. The State objects to these discovery requests to the extent that they do not state with the required
degree of specificity and particularity what information is being sought. As such, such discovery requests
are vague, indefinite, ambiguous and not susceptible to easily discernible meaning,

7. The state objects to these discovery requests to the extent that the burden or expense of the
proposed discovery outweighs its likely benefit, taking into account the needs of the case, the amount in
controversy, the parties resources, and the importance of the proposed discovery in resolving the issues.
8. The State objects to these discovery requests to the extent that they improperly atternpt to impose
obligations on the State other than those imposed or authorized by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.
9. The State objects to the definitions of these discovery requests to the extent that they improperly
attempt to alter the plain meaning of certain words.

10 Bysubmitting these responses, the State does not acknowledge that the requested information is

necessarily relevant or admissible. The State Expressly reserves the right to object to firther discovery into
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the subject matter of any information provided and to the introduction of such information into evidence.

OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY NO.1: Please Identify all reports, studies, Publications, research, sampling
data or monitoring data which demonstrates or which the State believes tends to demonstrate that the soil,
water, sediments or biota in the IRW has been injured by or become contaminated with zinc or zinc
compounds disposed of or released by the Tyson Defendant or any person or Entity for which the Tyson
Defendant may allegedly be held legally responsible.
OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSESTONO.1:  The Stateobjectsto this interrogatory to the extent
it seeks information protected by the attomney-client privilege and/or work production protection.

The State objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information known or opinions held
by expert consultants retained or specially employed by the State or by its counsel in anticipation of
litigation or preparation for trial. Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(4)(A) and (B). Asofthe date of this response, the
State has not determined which experts retained by it or by its counsel will provide expert testimony in this
case, and the Court has neither established the times and sequence of disclosure of such expert witnesses
pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(a)(2)(C), nor has the Court established a trial date to trigger the obligation
of expert disclosure 90 days in advance of trial under that rule. The State will comply with the order of the
Court establishing the time of expert disclosures as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26. Therefore, the State
also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it calls for information which constitutes expert opinions, the
disclosure of which is premature

The State also objects pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3) to any discovery of documents or

tangible things prepared in anticipation of litigation or for trial by it or by consultants retained by it or by its
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counsel.

Pursuant to Fed R. Civ. P. 26(b)(5) and LCVvR 26 .4, the State's claim of attomey-client privilege
and work product protection is supported by its privilege log. Also, pursuant to LCvR 26.4(b), the
attached privilege log does not contain any work product protection material or attorney-client privileged
material created after the commencement of'this action on June 13, 2005. The State reserves its work
product protection claim and attorney-client privilege claim for all such materials, and ieserves its right to
supplement the attached privilege log should the Court enter any order requiring a log for protected or
privileged materials created after the commencement of this action or if the State identifies additional
documents subject to a claim of privilege or protection.

The State objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it improperly seeks identification of "all"
items of responsive information, which renders it overly broad, oppressive, unduly burdensome and
expensive to answer. It may be impossible to locate "all" items of responsive information to this
interrogatory.

Without waiving the foregoing general and specific objections, the State believes that following
reports demonstrate or tend to demonstrate that soil, water, sediments or biota in the IRW have been
injured by or become contaminated with zinc or zinc compounds disposed of or release by the Tyson
Defendants or by those for which the Tyson Defendants are legally responsible:

Blackerby, S.D. (1997) Evaluation of Nonpoint Source Pollution Concentrations Due to

Runoff from Agricultural Land Applied with Broiler Litter. M.S. Thesis, Stephen F. Austin

State University, Nacogdoches, TX, 100 p.

Brown, AV, Graening, G.O., Vendrell, P., (1998) Monitoring Cavefish Population and

Environmental Quality in Cave Springs Cave, Arkansas. Arkansas Water Resource
Center, Publication No. MSC-214.
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Haapapuro, E.R.; Bamard, N.D.; Simon, M. (1997) Review-Animal Waste Used as
Livestock Feed: Dangers to Human Health. Preventive Medicine 26:599-602.

Moore, P.A., Jr.; Daniel, T.C; Gilmour, J.T; Shreve, B.R; Edwards, D.R. (1998)
Decreasing Metal Runoff from Poultry Litter with Aluminum Sulfate. Journal of
Environmental Quality. 27:92-99.

Wilde, F.D; Britton, L J.; Miller, C.V; Kolpin, D.W. (2000) Effects of Animal Feeding
Operations on Water Resources and the Environment - Proceedings of the technical

meeting, Fort Collins, Colorado, August 30 - September 1, 1999. United States
Geological Survey Open-File Report 00-204, 107 p.

The State reserves its right to supplement its answer to this interrogatory pursuant to Fed. R. Civ.

P. 26(e).

INTERROGATORY NO. 2: Please Identify all reports, studies, Publications, research, sampling
data or monitoring data which demonstrates or which the State believes tends to demonstrate that the soil,
water, sediments or biota in the IRW has been injured by or become contaminated with cooper [sic] or
copper compounds disposed of or released by the Tyson Defendants or any person or Entity for which the

Tyson Defendants may allegedly be held legally responsible.

OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSE TO NO. 2: The State objects to this interrogatory to the extent
it seeks information protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or work production protection.
The State objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information known or opinions held
by expert consultants retained or specially employed by the State or by its counsel in anticipation of
litigation or preparation for trial. Fed. R. Civ.P. 26(b)(4)(A) and (B). Asofthe date of this response, the
State has not determined which experts retained by it or by its counsel will provide expert testimony in this
case, and the Court has neither established the times and sequence of disclosure of such expert witnesses

pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(a)(2)(C), nor has the Court established a trial date to trigger the obligation
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of expert disclosure 90 days in advance of trial under that rule. The State will comply with the order of the
Court establishing the time of expert disclosures as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26. Therefore, the State
also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it calls for information which constitutes expert opinions, the
disclosure of which is premature, or if the State identifies additional documents subject to a claim of
privilege or protection.

The State also objects pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3) to any discovery of documents or
tangible things prepared in anticipation of litigation or for trial by it or by consultants retained by it or by
its counsel.

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(5) and LCVR 26 4, the State's claim of attorney-client privilege
and work product protection is supported by its privilege log. Also, pursuant to LCVR 26.4(b), the
attached privilege log does not contain any work product protection material or attorney-client privileged
material created after the commencement of this action on June 13, 2005. The State reserves its work
product protection claim and attorney-client privilege claim for all such materials, and reserves its right to
supplement the attached privilege log should the Court enter any order requiring a log for protected or
privileged materials created after the commencement of this action, or if the State identifies additional
documents subject to a claim of privilege or protection.

The State objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it improperly seeks identification of "all"
items of responsive information, which renders it overly broad, oppressive, unduly burdensome and
expensive to answer. It may be impossible to locate "all" items of responsive information to this
interrogatory.

In further response to this Interrogatory and pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d), information sought
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in this Interrogatory, and whose production is not objected to herein, may be found within the business
records being provided to this Defendant. Identification of such business records will occur on arolling
basis as the State's review of its business records proceeds. An example of the documents which
demonstrate and which the Plaintiffs believe tend to demonstrate "that the soil, water, sediments or biota
in the IRW [have] been injured by or become contaminated with copper or copper compounds disposed
oforreleased by the Tyson Defendant” or those for which the Tyson Defendant is legally responsible,
please see Response to Interrogatory No. 11 (Tyson Poultry, Inc) and Response to Interrogatory No. 1
{Tyson Chicken, Inc).

The State reserves its right to supplement its answer to this interrogatory pursuant to Fed. R Civ.
P. 26(e).
INTERROGATORY NO. 3: Please Identify all reports, studies, Publications, research, sampling
data or monitoring data which demonstrates or which the State believes tends to demonstrate that the soil,
water, sediments or biota in the IRW has been injured by or become contaminated with hormones disposed
of or released by the Tyson Defendants or any person or Entity for which the Tyson Defendants may
allegedly be held legally responsible.
OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSETONO. 3: The State objects to this interrogatory to the extent
it seeks information protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or work production protection. The State
objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information known or opinions held by expert
consultants retained or specially employed by the State or by its counsel in anticipation of litigation or
preparation fortrial. Fed.R. Civ.P. 26(b)(4)(A) and (B). Asofthe date of thisresponse, the State has

not determined which expert retained by it or by its counsel will provide expert testimony in this case, and
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the Court has neither established the times and sequence of disclosure of such expert witnesses pursuant
to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(a)(2)(C), nor has the Court established a trial date to trigger the obligation of expert
disclosure 90 days in advance of trial under that rule. The State will comply with the order of the Court
establishing the time of expert disclosures as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26. Therefore, the State also
objects to this interrogatory to the extent it calls for information which constitutes expert opinions, the
disclosure of which is premature.

The State also objects pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26{b)(3) to any discovery of documents or
tangible things prepared in anticipation of litigation or for trial by it or by consultants retained by it or by
its counsel.

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(5) and LCVR 26 4, the State's claim of attomey-client privilege
and work product protection is supported by its privilege log. Also, pursuant to LCVR 26.4(b), the
attached privilege log does not contain any work product protection material or attorney-client privileged
material created after the commencement of this action on June 13,2005. The State reserves its work
product protection claim and attorney-client privilege claim for all such materials, and reserves its right to
supplement the attached privilege log should the Court enter any order requiring a log for protected or
privileged materials created after the commencement of this action, or if the State identifies additional
documents subject to a claim of privilege or protection.

The State objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it improperly seeks identification of "all"
items of responsive information, which renders it overly broad, oppressive, unduly burdensome and
expensive to answer. It may be impossible to locate "all" items of responsive information to this

interrogatory.
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The State also objects because this Interrogatory seeks information that is as readily available to,
known by, and identifiable by the defendant. Poultry waste is known to contain substantial amounts of
hormones, including but not limited to, 17-Bestradiol (estrogen).

Without waiving the foregoing general and specific objections, the State believes that following
reports demonstrate or tend to demonstrate that soil, water, sediments or biota in the IRW have been
injured by or become contaminated with hormones disposed of or release by the Tyson Defendants or by
those for which the Tyson Defendants are legally responsible:

Peterson, E. W_; Davis, R. K.; Orndorff, H. A. 2000. 17 ?-estradiol as an Indicator of

Animal Waste Contamination in Mantled Karst Aquifers. Journal of Environmental Quality

29(3):826-834.

Peterson, E. W_; Wicks, C. M.; Kelly, C. A. (2005) Persistence of 17 {beta}-Estradiol

in Water and Sediment-Pore Water from Cave Streams in Central Missouri.

Environmental and Engineering Geoscience 11: 221-228.

Ying, G.; Kookana,R.S; Ru, Y. (2002) Occurance and Fate of Hormone Steroids in the
Environment. Environmental International 28: 545-551.

Wicks, C.; Kelley, C.; Peterson, E. (2004) Estrogen in a Karstic Aquifer. Ground Water
42(3):384-389.

The State reserves its right to supplement its answer to this interrogatory pursuant to Fed. R. Civ.
P. 26(e).

INTERROGATORY NO.4: Please Identify all reports, studies, Publications, research, sampling

data or monitoring data which demonstrates or which the State believes tends to demonstrate that the soil,
water, sediments or biota in the IRW has been injured by or become contaminated with microbial
pathogens disposed of or released by the Tyson Defendants or any person or Entity for which the Tyson

Defendants may allegedly be held legally responsible.
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OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSE TONO. 4: The State objects to this interrogatory to the extent

it seeks information protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or work production protection.

The State objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information known or opinions held
by expert consultants retained or specially employed by the State or by its counsel in anticipation of
litigation or preparation for trial. Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(4)(A) and (B). As of thedate of this response, the
State has not determined which experts retained by it or by its counsel will provide expert testimony in this
case, and the Court has neither established the times and sequence of disclosure of such expert witnesses
pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(a)(2)(C), nor has the Court established a trial date to trigger the obligation
of expert disclosure 90 days in advance of trial under that rule. The State will comply with the order of the
Court establishing the time of expert disclosures as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26. Therefore, the State
also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it calls for information which constitutes expert opinions, the
disclosure of which is premature.

The State also objects pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3) to any discovery of documents or
tangible things prepared in anticipation of litigation or for trial by it or by consultants retained by it or by
its counsel.

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(5) and LCVR 26 .4, the State's claim of attorney-client privilege
and work product protection is supported by its privilege log. Also, pursuant to LCVR 26.4(b), the
attached privilege log does not contain any work product protection material or attorney-client privileged
material created after the commencement of this action on June 13, 2005. The State reserves its work
product protection claim and attorney-client privilege claim for all such materials, and reserves its right to

supplement the attached privilege log should the Court enter any order requiring a log for protected or

10
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privileged materials created after the commencement of this action, or if the State identifies additional
documents subject to a claim of privilege or protection.

The State objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it improperly seeks identification of "all"
items of responsive information, which renders it overly broad, oppressive, unduly burdensome and
expensive to answer. It may be impossible to locate "all" items of responsive information to this
interrogatory.

Further, the State objects because this Interrogatory seeks information that is as readily available
to, known by, and identifiable by the defendant.

Subject to and without waiving general and specific objections, the State believes the following
publically available information demonstrates or tends to demonstrate that soil, water, sediments or biota
in the IRW have been injured by or become contaminated with microbial pathogens disposed of or release
by the Tyson Defendants or by those for which the Tyson Defendants are legally responsible:

http://www.ose.state.ok.us/documents.html#972
http://www.okcc.state.ok.us/'WQ/WQ _reports.htm
http://ok.water.usgs.gov/
http://www.deq.state.ok.us/WQDnew/pubs . html
http://www sundarlrk.er usgs. gov//illinoisrivierbasin
http://owrb state.ok us/quality/monitoring/bump.php

Subject to and without waiving its general and specific objections, the State believes that the
following reports demonstrate or tend to demonstrate that soil, water, sediments or biota in the IRW have

been injured by or become contaminated with microbial pathogens disposed of or release by the Tyson

Defendants or by those for which the Tyson Defendants are legally responsible:

11
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Adamski, ].C,, and Steele, K.F. (1988) Agricultural land use effects on groundwater
quality in the Ozark Region: Proceedings of Agricultural Impacts on Groundwater
Conference, National Water Well Association, Dublin, OH, pp. 593-614.

Blackerby, S.D. (1997) Evaluation of Nonpoint Source Pollution Concentrations Dueto
Runoff from Agricultural Land Applied with Broiler Litter. M.S. Thesis, Stephen F. Austin
State University, Nacogdoches, TX, 100 p.

Edwards, D.R.; Coyne, M.S.; Vendrell, P.F.; Daniel, T.C.; Moore, P.A,, Jr.; and
Murdoch, J F. (1997) Fecal Coliform and Streptococcus Concentrations in Runoff from
Grazed Pastures in Northwest Arkansas. Journal of American Water Resources
Association 33(2):413-422.

Brown, A.V.; Graening, G.O.; Vendrell, P. (1998) Monitoring Cavefish Population and
Environmental Quality in Cave Springs Cave, Arkansas. Arkansas Water Resource
Center, Publication No. MSC-214.

Edwards, D.R.; Daniel, T.C. (1992) Environmental Impacts of On-Farm Poultry Waste
Disposal - A Review. Bioresource Technology 41: 9-33.

Marshall, D.; Brahana, J.V_; Davis, R. (1998) Resuspension of Viable sediment-Bound
Enteric Pathogens in Shallow Karst Aquifers in Proceedings of the Joint meeting of the
XXVIiIcongress of the International Association of Hydrogeologists and the Annual
meeting of the American Institute of Hydrologists on Gambling with groundwater; physical,
chemical, and biological aspects of aquifer-streamn relations 28: 179-186.

Whitsett, K.S. (2002) Sediment and Bacterial Tracing in Mantled Karst at Savoy
Experimental Watershed, Northwest Arkansas. M.S. Thesis, University of Arkansas,
Fayetteville. 66 p.

Davis, R K.; Hamilton, S; Brahana, J.V.(2005) Escherichia Coli Survival in Mantled Karst Springs
and Streams, Northwest Arkansas Ozarks, USA. Journal of the American Water Resources
Association. 41(6):1279-1287.

The State reserves its right to supplement its answer to this interrogatory pursuant to Fed. R. Civ.

P.26(e).

INTERROGATORY NO.5: Please Identify all reports, studies, Publications, research, modeling,

sampling data or monitoring data which assesses or purports to assess that relative contributions (whether

12
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expressed in percentages, pounds, tons or other units) of any or all the defendants named in this Lawsuit
to any injury, loss, damage, destruction, impairment or endangerment to the natural resources within the
IRW due to the alleged release or disposal of phosphorus/phosphorus compounds, nitrogen/nitrogen
compounds, arsenic/arsenic compounds, zinc/zinc compounds, cooper/cooper [sic] compounds, hormones
or microbial pathogens.

OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. §: The State objects to this

interrogatory to the extent it seeks the discovery of information that is protected by the attorney client
privilege and / or the work product doctrine.

The State objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information known or opinions held
by expert consultants retained or specially employed by the State or by its counsel in anticipation of
litigation or preparation for trial. Fed. R. Civ. P.26(b)}(4)}(A) and (B). As of the date of this response, the
State has not determined which experts retained by it or by its counsel will provide expert testimony in this
case, and the Court has neither established the times and sequence of disclosure of such expert witnesses
pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(a)(2)(C), nor has the Court established a trial date to trigger the obli gation
of expert disclosure 90 days in advance of trial under that rule. The State will comply with the order of the
Court establishing the time of expert disclosures as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26. Therefore, the State
also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it calls for information which constitutes expert opinions, the
disclosure of which is premature.

The State also objects pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3) to any discovery of documents or
tangible things prepared in anticipation of litigation or for trial by it or by consultants retained by it or by

its counsel.

13
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Pursuant toFed. R. Civ. P.26(b)(5) and LCVR 26 4, the State's claim of attorney-client privilege
and work product protection is supported by its privilege log. Also, pursuant to LCvR 26.4(b), the
attached privilege log does not contain any work product protection material or attorney-client privileged
material created after the commencement of this action on June 13, 2005. The State reserves its work
product protection claim and attorney-client privilege claim for all such materials, and reserves its right to
supplement the attached privilege log should the Court enter any order requiring a log for protected or
privileged materials created after the commencement of this action, or if the State identifies additional
documents subject to a claim of privilege or protection.

The State objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it improperly seeks identification of "all"
items of responsive information, which renders it overly broad, oppressive, unduly burdensome and
expensive to answer. It may be impossible to locate "all" items of responsive information to this
interrogatory.

Further, the State objects because this Interrogatory seeks information that is as readily available
to, known by, and identifiable by the defendant.

Subject to and without waiving any of its general or specific objections, the State states that under
the State's CERCLA and common law claims the liability of the Poultry Integrator Defendants in this action
is joint and several, and the injury is indivisible. The State is not aware of any non-privileged information
that specificallyidentifies any individual Defendant’s relative contribution to any injury, loss, damage,
destruction, impairment or endangerment to the natural resources within the IRW due to the alleged release
or disposal of phosphorus/phosphorus compounds, nitrogen/nitrogen compounds, arsenic/arsenic

compounds, zinc/zinc compounds, cooper/cooper [sic] compounds, hormones or microbial pathogens.

14
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To the extent any reports, studies, publications, research, modeling, sampling data or monitoring
data exists in the public domain, such information is equally accessible to the Poultry Integrator Defendants
and the burden of obtaining such information is substantially the same for the Poultry Integrator Defendants
as it for the State. Accordingly, the State objects.

It further response to this Interrogatory and pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d), information sought
in this Interrogatory, and whose production is not objected to herein, may be found within the business
records being provided to this Defendant. Identification of such business records will occur on arolling
basis as the State's review of its business records proceeds.

The State reserves its right to supplement its answer to this interrogatory pursuant to Fed. R. Civ.
P. 26(e).

INTERROGATORY NO. 6: Please Identify all reports, studies, Publications, research, sampling
data or monitoring data which You contend establishes or tends to establish the contamination, degradation,
pollution or any other adverse impact upon any Water Body in the IRW as result of the release of
phosphorus or phosphorus compounds.

OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSESTONO. 6:  The Stateobjects to this interrogatory to the extent
it seeks the discovery of information that is protected by the attomey client privilege and/ or the work
product doctrine.

The State objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information known or opinions held
by expert consultants retained or specially employed by the State or by its counsel in anticipation of
litigation or preparation fortrial. Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(4)(A) and (B). As ofthe date of this response, the

State has not determined which experts retained by it or by its counsel will provide expert testimony in this

15
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case, and the Court has neither established the times and sequence of disclosure of such expert witnesses
pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(a)(2)(C), nor has the Court established a trial date to trigger the obligation
of expert disclosure 90 days in advance of trial under that rule. The State will comply with the order of the
Court establishing the time of expert disclosures as required by Fed R. Civ. P. 26

The State also objects pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3) to any discovery of documents or
tangible things prepared in anticipation of litigation or for trial by it or by consultantsretained by it or by
its counsel.

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(5) and LCVR 26 4, the State's claim of attorney-client privilege
and work product protection is supported by its privilege log. Also, pursuant to LCVR 26.4(b), the
attached privilege log does not contain any work product protection material or attorney-client privileged
material created after the commencement of this action on June 13,2005. The State reserves its work
product protection claim and attorney-client privilege claim for all such materials, and reserves its right to
supplement the attached privilege log should the Court enter any order requiring a log for protected or
privileged materials created after 'the commencement of this action, orif the State identifies additional
documents subject to a claim of privilege or protection.

The State objects to this interrogatory to the extent it seeks the discovery of information that is
already in the possession of defendant, is obtainable from another source that is more convenient, less
burdensome or less expensive, or is as accessible to defendant as it is to the State. As such, the burden
of obtaining such sought after information is substantially the same, or less, for defendant as it is for the
State.

The State objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is not limited in time which renders this

16
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interrogatory overly broad, oppressive, unduly burdensome and expensive to answer. Providing answers
to such a discovery requests would needlessly and improperly burden the State.

The State further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it improperly seeks identification
of"all" items of responsive information and that the term "Relate” renders it overly broad, oppressive,
unduly burdensome and expensive to answer. It may be impossible to locate "all" items of responsive
information to this interrogatory.

The State objects to interrogatory to the extent that it does not state with the required degree of
specificity and particularity what information is being sought. As such, such discoveryrequests are vague,
indefinite, ambiguous and not susceptible to eésily discemible meaning.

The State objects to the extent that discovery sought is unreasonably cumulative or duplicative in
that such information has previously been requested by Defendant Cobb-Vantress, Inc..

Subject to and without waiving its general or specific objection, the State believes that following publically
available information demonstrates or tends to demonstrate that contamination, degradation, pollution or
any other adverse impact upon water bodies in the IRW as a result of the release of phosphorus or
phosphorus compounds:

http://www.ose.state.ok.us/documents.html#972

http://www.owrb.state.ok.us/quality/monitoring/bump.php

http://www.okcc.state.ok.uss'WQ/WQ _reports.htm

http://www.deq.state ok us/WQDnew/pubs.html

http://ok water.usgs.gov/

In further response to this Interrogatory and pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d), information sought

in this Interrogatory, and whose production is not objected to herein, may be found within the business

records being provided to this Defendant. Identification of such business records will occur on arolling
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basis as the State's review of its business records proceeds.
The State reserves its right to supplement its answer to this interrogatory pursuant to Fed. R. Civ.
P. 26(e).

INTERROGATORY NO. 7: Please Identify all reports, studies, Publications, research, sampling

data or monitoring data which You contend establishes or tends to establish the contamination, degradation,
pollution or any other adverse impact upon any Water Body in the IRW asresult of the release of nitrogen
or nitrogen compounds.

OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSETONO. 7: The State objects to this interrogatory to the extent

it seeks information protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or work production protection.

The State objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information known or opinions held
by expert consultants retained or specially employed by the State or by its counsel in anticipation of
litigation or preparation for trial. Fed. R. Civ. P.26(b){(4)(A) and (B). As ofthedate of this response, the
State has not determined which experts retained by it or by its counsel will provide expert testimony in this
case, and the Court has neither established the times and sequence of disclosure of such expert witnesses
pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(a)(2)(C), nor has the Court established a trial date to trigger the obligation
of expert disclosure 90 days in advance of trial under that rule. The State will comply with the order of the
Court establishing the time of expert disclosures as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26. Therefore, the State
also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it calls for information which constitutes expert opinions, the
disclosure of which is premature.

The State also objects pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3) to any discovery of documents or

tangible things prepared in anticipation of litigation or for trial by it or by consultants retained by it or by
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its counsel.

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(5) and LCVR 26 4, the State's claim of attorney-client privilege
and work product protection is supported by its privilege log. Also, pursuant to LCvR 26 4(b), the
attached privilege log does not contain any work product protection material or attorney-client privileged
material created after the commencement of this action on June 13, 2005. The State reserves its work
product protection claim and attorney-client privilege claim for all such materials, and reserves itsright to
supplement the attached privilege log should the Court enter any order requiring a log for protected or
privileged materials created after the commencement of this action, or if the State identifies additional
documents subject to a claim of privilege or protection.

The State objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it improperly seeks identification of "all"
items of responsive information, which renders it overly broad, oppressive, unduly burdensome and
expensive to answer. [t may be impossible to locate "all" items of responsive information to this
interrogatory.

Subject to and without waiving its general or specific objection, the State believes that following
publically available information demonstrates or tends to demonstrate that contamination, degradation,
pollution or any other adverse impact upon water bodies in the IRW as aresult of the release of nitrogen
or nitrogen compounds:

http://www.ose.state.ok.us/documents html#972
http://www.owrb.state.ok.us/quality/monitoring/bump.php
http://www.okce.state.ok.us/WQ/WQ_reports.htm
http://www.deq state.ok.us/WQDnew/pubs html

http://ok.water.usgs. gov/

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, the State believes that the
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following reports demonstrate or tend to demonstrate contamination, degradation, or pollution have

adversely impacted the IRW as aresult of the release of nitrogen or nitrogen compounds from poultry

waste:

Adamski, J.C.; Steele, K. F. (1988) Agricultural Land Use Effects on Groundwater Quality
inthe Ozark Region: Proceedings of Agricultural Impacts on Groundwater Conference,
National Water Well Association, Dublin, OH, pp. 593-614.

Buchberger, E. (1991) An Economic and Environmental Analysis of Land Application of
Poultry Litter in Northwest Arkansas. M.S. Thesis, University of Arkansas, Fayetteville,
108 p.

Cox, G.D.; Ogden, A.E.; and Slavik, G. (1980) Contamination of Boone-St. Joe
Limestone Groundwater by Septic Tanks and Chicken Houses. Arkansas Academy of
Science Proceedings, Vol. XXXIV, 41-44.

Peterson, E. W.; Davis, R. K.; Brahana, J. V.; Omdorff, H.A. (2002) Movement of
Nitrate Through Regolith Covered Karst Terrain, Northwest Arkansas. Journal of
Hydrology 256(1-2):35-47.

Phan, T. (2001) Cost of Water Pollution Abatement for Poultry Farms in Beaty Creek
Watershed, Oklahoma. PhD Dissertation. Oklahoma State University, 114 p.

Sauer, T. J; Moore, P. A, Jr.; Coffey, K. P.; Rutledge, E. M. (1998) Characterizing the
Surface Properties of Soils at Varying Landscape Positions in the Ozark Highlands. Soil
Science 163(11):907-915.

Smith, C.R. (1992) Ground Water Chemistry and Quality in Benton County, Arkansas
with a Suggested Ground Water Flow Model for Northwestern Arkansas. MS Thesis,
University of Arkansas, Fayetteville, 192 p.

Steele, K.; McCalster, W.K.. (1990) Nitrate Concentrations of Ground Water from
Limestone and Dolomitic Aquifers in the Northeastern Washington County Area,
Arkansas. Arkansas Water Resources Center Publication No. MSC-68, 33 p.

Wolf,D. C.; Gilmour, J. T.; Gale, P. M. (1988) Estimating Potential Ground and Surface
Water Pollution from Land Application of Poultry Litter; [I. Arkansas Water Resources
Research Center Publication No. 137, 34 p.
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The State reserves its right to supplement its answer to this interrogatory pursuant to Fed. R. Civ.
P. 26(e).

INTERROGATORY NO. 8: Please Identify all reports, studies, Publications, research, sampling

data or monitoring data which You contend establishes or tends to establish the contamination, degradation,
pollution or any other adverse impact upon any Water Body in the IRW as result of the release of arsenic
or arsenic compounds.

OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSETONO8: The State objects to this interrogatory to the extent

it seeks information protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or work production protection.

The State objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information known or opinions held
by expert consultants retained or specially employed by the State or by its counsel in anticipation of
litigation or preparation for trial. Fed. R. Civ.P.26(b)(4)(A)and (B). As of the date of thisresponse, the
State has not determined which experts retained by it or by its counsel will provide expert testimony in this
case, and the Court has neither established the times and sequence of disclosure of such expert witnesses
pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(a)(2)(C), nor has the Court established a trial date to trigger the obligation
of expert disclosure 90 days in advance of trial under that rule. The State will comply with the order of the
Court establishing the time of expert disclosures as required by Fed. R. Civ. P.26. Therefore, the State
also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it calls for information which constitutes expert opinions, the
disclosure of which is premature

The State also objects pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b}(3) to any discovery of documents or
tangible things prepared in anticipation of litigation or for trial by it or by consultants retained by itor by

1ts counsel.
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Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(5) and LCvR 26.4, the State's claim of attorney-client privilege
and work product protection is supported by its privilege log. Also, pursuant to LCvR 26 4(b), the
attached privilege log does not contain any work product protection material or attorney-client privileged
material created after the commencement of this action on June 13, 2005. The State reserves its work
product protection claim and attorney-client privilege claim for all such materials, and reserves its right to
supplement the attached privilege log should the Court enter any order requiring a log for protected or
privileged materials created after the commencement of this action, or if the State identifies additional
documents subject to a claim of privilege or protection.

The State objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it improperly seeks identification of "all"
items of responsive information, which renders it overly broad, oppressive, unduly burdensome and
expensive to answer. It may be impossible to locate "all" items of responsive information to this
interrogatory.

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, the State believes that the
following reports demonstrate or tend to demonstrate that contamination, degradation, or pollution have
adversely impacted the IRW as aresult of the release of arsenic or arsenic compounds from poultry waste:

Arai, Y ; Lanzirotti, A.; Sutton, S.; Davis, J.A ; Sparks, D.L. (2003) Arsenic Speciation

and Reactivity in Poultry Litter. Environmental Science and Technology, 37(18): 4083 -

4090

Brown, B.L. (2003) The Sorption of Roxarsone, an Organoarsenical Animal Feed
Additive. M.S. Thesis, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, 95 p.

Bellows, B.C. (2005) Arsenic in Poultry Litter: Organic Regulations. National Sustainable
Agriculture Information Service, 12 p.
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Blackerby, S.D. (1997) Evaluation of Nonpoint Source Pollution Concentrations Due to
Runoff from Agricultural Land Applied with Broiler Litter. M.S. Thesis, Stephen F. Austin
State University, Nacogdoches, TX, 100 p.

Moore, P.A., Jr.; Daniel, T.C; Gilmour, J.T; Shreve, B.R; Edwards, D.R. (1998)
Decreasing Metal Runoff from Poultry Litter with Aluminum Sulfate. Journal of
Environmental Quality. 27:92-99.

Nachman, K.E.; Graham, J.P.; Price, L.B.; Silbergeld, E.K. (2005) Arsenic: A Roadblock
to Potential Animal Waste Management Solutions. Environmental Health Perspective
113:1123-1124(2005). doi:10.1289/ehp.7834 available via http://dx.doi.org/ [Online 12
May 2005].

Wilde, F D; Britton, L.J.; Miller, C.V_; Kolpin, D.W. (2000) Effects of Animal Feeding
Operations on Water Resources and the Environment - Proceedings of the technical
meeting, Fort Collins, Colorado, August 30 - September 1, 1999. United States
Geological Survey Open-File Report 00-204, 107 p.

The State reserves its right to supplement its answer to this interrogatory pursuant to Fed. R. Civ.

P 26(e).

INTERROGATORY NO., 9: Please Identify all reports, studies, Publications, research, sampling

data or monitoring data which You contend establishes or tends to establish the contamination, degradation,
pollution or any other adverse impact upon any Water Body in the IRW as result of the release of zinc or
zinc compounds.
OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSE TONO 9: The State objects to this interrogatory to the extent
it seeks information protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or work production protection.
The State objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information known or opinions held
by expert consultants retained or specially employed by the State or by its counsel in anticipation of
litigation or preparation for trial. Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(4)(A) and (B). As of the date of this response, the

State has not determined which experts retained by it or by its counsel will provide expert testimony in this
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case, and the Court has neither established the times and sequence of disclosure of such expert witnesses
pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(a)(2)(C), nor has the Court established a trial date to trigger the obligation
of expert disclosure 90 days in advance of trial under that rule. The State will comply with the order of the
Court establishing the time of expert disclosures as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26. Therefore, the State
also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it calls for information which constitutes expert opinions, the
disclosure of which is premature.

The State also objects pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3) to any discovery of documents or
tangible things prepared in anticipation of litigation or for trial by it or by consultants retained by it or by
its counsel.

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(5) and LCvR 26 4, the State's claim of attorney-client privilege
and work product protection is supported by its privilege log. Also, pursuant to LCVR 26.4(b), the
attached privilege log does not contain any work product protection material or attorney-client privileged
material created after the commencement of this action on June 13, 2005. The State reserves its work
product protection claim and attorney-client privilege claim for all such materials, and reserves its right to
supplement the attached privilege log should the Court enter any order requiring a log for protected or
privileged materials created after the commencement of this action, or if the State identifies additional
documents subject to a claim of privilege or protection.

The State objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it improperly seeks identification of "all"
items of responsive information, which renders it overly broad, oppressive, unduly burdensome and
expensive to answer. It may be impossible to locate "all" items of responsive information to this
interrogatory.
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Subject to and without waiving its general and specific objections, the State believes that the
following reports demonstrate or tend to demonstrate that contamination, degradation, or pollution have
adversely impacted the IRW as a result of the release of zinc or zinc compounds from poultry waste:

Blackerby, S.D.(1997) Evaluation of Nonpoint Source Pollution Concentrations Due to

Runoff from Agricultural Land Applied with Broiler Litter. M.S. Thesis, Stephen F. Austin

State University, Nacogdoches, TX, 100 p.

Brown, A V., Graening, G.O., Vendrell, P., (1998) Monitoring Cavefish Population and

Environmental Quality in Cave Springs Cave, Arkansas. Arkansas Water Resource

Center, Publication No. MSC-214.

Haapapuro, E R.; Barnard, N.D.; Simon, M. (1997) Review-Animal Waste Used as
Livestock Feed: Dangers to Human Health. Preventive Medicine 26:599-602.

Moore, P.A,, Jr.; Daniel, T.C; Gilmour, J.T; Shreve, B.R; Edwards, D.R. (1998)

Decreasing Metal Runoff from Poultry Litter with Aluminum Suifate. Journal of

Environmental Quality. 27:92-99,

Wilde, F.D.; Britton, L.J ; Miller, C.V.; Kolpin, D.W. (2000) Effects of Animal Feeding

Operations on Water Resources and the Environment - Proceedings of the technical

meeting, Fort Collins, Colorado, August 30 - September 1, 1999. United States

Geological Survey Open-File Report 00-204, 107 p.

Additionally, Defendant is directed to Responses to Interrogatory No 11 (Tyson Poultry, Inc) and
Interrogatory No. 1 (Tyson Chicken, Inc.).

The State reserves its right to supplement its answer to this interrogatory pursuant to Fed. R. Civ.

P. 26(e).

INTERROGATORY NO. 10: Please Identify all reports, studies, Publications, research, sampling

data or monitoring data which You contend establishes or tends to establish the contamination, degradation,
pollution or any other adverse impact upon any Water Body in the IRW as result of the release of cooper
or cooper [sic] compounds.
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OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSETONO 10: The State objects to this interrogatory to the extent

it seeks information protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or work production protection.

The State objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information known or opinions held
by expert consultants retained or specially employed by the State or by its counsel in anticipation of
litigation or preparation for trial. Fed.R. Civ. P. 26(b)(4)(A)and (B). Asofthe date ofthis response, the
State has not determined which experts retained by it or by its counsel will provide expert testimony in this
case, and the Court has neither established the times and sequence of disclosure of such expert witnesses
pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(a)(2)(C), nor has the Court established a trial date to trigger the obligation
of expert disclosure 90 days in advance of trial under that rule. The State will comply with the order of the
Court establishing the time of expert disclosures as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26. Therefore, the State
also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it calls for information which constitutes expert opinions, the
disclosure of which is premature.

The State also objects pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3) to any discovery of documents or
tangible things prepared in anticipation of litigation or for trial by it or by consultants retained by it or by
its counsel.

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P.26(b)(5) and LCVR 26.4, the State's claim of attorney-client privilege
and work product protection is supported by its privilege log. Also, pursuant to LCVR 26.4(b), the
attached privilege log does not contain any work product protection material or attorney-client privileged
material created after the commencement of this action on June 13, 2005. The State reserves its work
product protection claim and attorney-client privilege claim for all such materials, and reserves its right to

supplement the attached privilege log should the Court enter any order requiring a log for protected or

26



Case 4:05-cv-00329-GKF-PJC  Document 1019-5 Filed in USDC ND/OK on 01/11/2007 Page 28 of 45

privileged materials created after the commencement of this action, or if the State identifies additional
documents subject to a claim of privilege or protection.

The State objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it improperly seeks identification of "all"
items of responsive information, which renders it overly broad, oppressive, unduly burdensome and
expensive to answer. It may be impossible to locate "all" items of responsive information to this
interrogatory.

In further response to this Interrogatory and pursuant to Fed. R. Civ.P. 33(d), information sought
in this Interrogatory, and whose production is not objected to herein, may be found within the business
records being provided to this Defendant. Identification of such business records will occur on arolling
basis as the State's review of its business records proceeds. In addition, please see Response to
Interrogatory No. 11 (Tyson Poultry, Inc) and Response to Interrogatory No. 1 (Tyson Chicken, Inc)
The State reserves its right to supplement its answer to this interrogatory pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(e).
INTERROGATORYN 0 11: Please Identify all reports, studies, Publications, research, sampling
data or monitoring data which You contend establishes or tends to establish the contamination, degradation,
pollution or any other adverse impact upon any Water Body in the IRW as result of the release of
hormones.

OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSE TONO 11: The Stateobjects to this interrogatory to the extent
it seeks information protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or work production protection.

The State objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information known or opinions held
by expert consultants retained or specially employed by the State or by its counsel in anticipation of

litigation or preparation for trial. Fed. R. Civ.P. 26(b)(4)(A) and (B). Asofthedate of this response, the
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State has not determined which experts retained by it or by its counsel will provide expert testimony in this
case, and the Court has neither established the times and sequence of disclosure of such expert witnesses
pursuant to Fed R Civ. P. 26(a)(2)(C), nor has the Court established a trial date to trigger the obligation
of expert disclosure 90 days in advance of trial under that rule. The State will comply with the order of the
Court establishing the time of expert disclosures as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26. Therefore, the State
also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it calls for information which constitutes expert opinions, the
disclosure of which is premature.

The State also objects pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3) to any discovery of documents or
tangible things prepared in anticipation of litigation or for trial by it or by consultants retained by it or by
its counsel.

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(5) and LCVR 264, the State's claim of attorney-client privilege
and work product protection is supported by its privilege log. Also, pursuant to LCVR 26.4(b), the
attached privilege log does not contain any work product protection material or attorney-client privileged
material created after the commencement of this action on June 13, 2005. The State reserves its work
product protection claim and attomey-client privilege claim for all such materials, and reserves itsright to
supplement the attached privilege log should the Court enter any order requiring a log for protected or
privileged materials created after the commencement of this action, or if the State identifies additional
documents subject to a claim of privilege or protection.

The State objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it improperly seeks identification of "all"
items of responsive information, which renders it overly broad, oppressive, unduly burdensome and

expensive to answer. It may be impossible to locate "all" items of responsive information to this
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interrogatory.

Subject to and without waiving its general and specific objections, the State believes the following
reports demonstrate or tend to demonstrate that contamination, degradation, or pollution have adversely
impacted the IRW as a result of the release of hormones from poultry waste:

Peterson, E. W.; Davis, R.K.; Omdorff, H. A. 2000. 17 ?-estradiol as an Indicator of
Animal Waste Contamination in Mantled Karst Aquifers. Journal of Environmental Quality
29(3):826-834.

Peterson, E. W.; Wicks, C. M.; Kelly, C. A. (2005) Persistence of 17 {beta}-Estradiol
in Water and Sediment-Pore Water from Cave Streams in Central Missouri.
Environmental and Engineering Geoscience 11: 221-228.

Ying, G.; Kookana, R.S; Ry, Y. (2002) Occurance and Fate of Hormone Steroids in the
Environment. Environmental International 28: 545-551.

Wicks, C.; Kelley, C.; Peterson, E. (2004) Estrogen in a Karstic Aquifer. Ground Water
42(3):384-389

The State also directs this Defendant to the Response to Interrogatory No. 3 above.
The State reserves its right to supplement its answer to this interrogatory pursuant to Fed. R. Civ.

P. 26(e).

Respectfully submitted,

W.A. Drew Edmondson (OBA #2628)
Attorney General

Kelly H. Burch (OBA #17067)

J. Trevor Hammons (OBA #20234)
Assistant Attorneys General

State of Oklahoma

2300 North Lincoln Boulevard, Suite 112
Oklahoma City, OK 73105

(405) 521-3921
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M. David Riggs (OBA #7583)

Joseph P. Lennart (OBA #5371)

Richard T. Garren (OBA #3253)

Douglas A. Wilson (OBA #13128)

Sharon K. Weaver (OBA #19010)

Riggs, Abney, Neal, Turpen, Orbison & Lewis
502 West Sixth Street

Tulsa, OK 74119

(918) 587-3161

(20.K0 rforer

Robert A. Nance (OBA #6581)

D. Sharon Gentry (OBA #15641)

Riggs, Abney, Neal, Turpen, Orbison & Lewis
Paragon Building, Suite 101

5801 Broadway Extension

Oklahoma City, OK 73118

(405) 843-9909

J. Randall Miller (OBA #6214)
Louis W. Bullock (OBA #1305)
David P. Page (OBA #6852)
Miller, Keffer & Bullock, PC
222 South Kenosha Avenue
Tulsa, OK 74120

(918) 743-4460

Frederick C. Baker
(admitted pro hac vice)
Elizabeth C. Ward
(admitted pro hac vice)
Motley Rice LLC

28 Bridgeside Boulevard
P.O. Box 1792

Mt. Pleasant, SC 29465
(843) 216-9000
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June 15, 2006

31

William H. Narwold

(admitted pro hac vice)

Motley Rice LLC

One Corporate Center

20 Church Street, 17th Floor
Hartford, CT 06103

860-882-1682

Attorneys for the State of Oklahoma
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VERIFICATION

STATE OF OKLAHOMA )

} ss:
COUNTY OF OKLAHOMA )

I, Miles Tolbert, being of legal age, hereby depose and state that I have read the foregoing
1esponses to interrogatories and that they are true and correct, to the best of my knowledge and
belief, and and that I furnish such responses based on consultation with representatives of the
State of Oklahoma based on documents identified as of the date of this response.

Sl

Miles Tolbert
Secretary of the Environment
State of Oklahoma

}
Signed and subscribed to before me on this)5 th day of June, 2006.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on June 15, 2006, I electronically transmitted the foregoing

document to the following ECF registrants or via United States Mail postage prepaid to the
following:

Jo Nan Allen jonanallen@yahoo.com, bacaviola@yahoo.com

Frederick C Baker  fbaker@motleyrice.com, mcarr@motleyrice.com;
fhmorgan@motleyrice. com

Tim Keith Baker tbakerlaw@sbcglobal .net

Douglas L Boyd dboyd31244@aol.com

Vicki Bronson vbronson@cwlaw com, Iphillips@cwlaw com

Paula M Buchwald  pbuchwald@ryanwhaley.com, loelke@ryanwhaley.com

Louis Werner Bullock LBULLOCK@MKBLAW .NET,
NHODGE@MKBLAW.NET; BDEJONG@MKBLAW NET

Bobby Jay Coffman bcoffman@loganlowry.com

Lloyd E Cole, Jr colelaw(@alltel net, gloriaecubanks@alltel net;
amy_colelaw@alltel.net

Angela Diane Cotner AngelaCotnerEsq@yahoo.com
Reuben Davis rdavis@boonesmith.com
John Brian DesBarres mrjbdb@msn.com, JohnD@wcalaw.com

W A Drew Edmondson fc_docket@oag.state.ok.us,
drew_edmondson(@oag state.ok us; suzy thrash@oag state ok us.

Delmar R Ehrich dehrich@faegre.com, kcamey@faegre.com; ;
gsperrazza@faegre.com; kklee@faegre.com

John R Elrod jelrod@cwlaw.com, vimorgan@cwlaw.com

William Bernard Federman  wfederman@aol.com, law@federmanlaw .com;
ngb@federmanlaw .com
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¢ Bruce Wayne Freeman bfreeman@cwlaw com, Icla@cwlaw.com

* Ronnie Jack Freeman Jfreeman@grahamfreeman.com

e Richard T Garren rgarren@riggsabney.com, dellis@riggsabney.com

¢ Dorothy Sharon Gentry sgentry@riggsabney.com, jzielinski@riggsabney com
» Robert W George robert.george@kutakrock.com, donna.sinclair@kutakrock.com
¢ Tony Michael Graham tgraham@grahamfreeman.com,

e James Martin Graves Jjgraves@bassettlawfirm.com

» Michael D Graves  mgraves@hallestill.com, jspring@hallestill.com;
smurphy@hallestill.com

e Thomas James Grever tgrever@]lathropgage.com
» Jennifer Stockton Griffin  jgriffin@]lathropgage.com
s Carrie Griffith griffithlawoffice@yahoo.com

s John Trevor Hammons thammons(@oag, state.ok. us,
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